sister. I first describe the moral problem of the story, indicating the narrative devices by which Livy focuses attention on it and illuminating some of them through comparison with Dionysius of Halicarnassus and other writers. This analysis then leads to some general remarks on Livy's work, particularly its engagement of the reader.3 Afterwards in a second part, in order to prove that Livy, and no one else, is responsible for the manner in which the story is told, I review its possible sources and also the modern historical interpretations of it, which tend to deny Livy any responsibility.
I
The story is straightforward. In order to conclude a war between their cities Tullus Hostilius, king of Rome, and Mettius Fufetius, dictator of Alba Longa, agree to have two sets of triplets meet in a duel; the survivor will bring victory to his side. One of the Romans, Horatius, after losing both his brothers, succeeds in killing the three Albans. Upon his triumphant return to the city, however, angered to see his sister weeping over one of the slain Curiatii, to whom she had been betrothed, Horatius kills her. Tullus is obliged to bring him to trial. Specially appointed duumviri find him guilty; then on appeal the people acquit him, whereupon he expiates his crime in certain ritual acts.
An outline, of course, does not convey the riveting effect which the story has from start to finish. But it does reveal how Livy has carefully divided the action into halves, the duel abroad and the trial at home. By this division he effects a sharp contrast between Horatius' heroic deeds and the murder of his sister. In Dionysius (3.21-22) any contrast between the halves is obscured by a cloud of incidental scenes: an exchange of longish speeches between Horatius and his sister (Livy gives nineteen words to Horatius 3An indication of this is found in the sentence already quoted from the Preface, where Livy employs the second-person singular pronoun and adjective: tibi tuaeque rei publicae. The address is direct, almost personal. Livy nowhere else addresses the reader this way; Sallust and Tacitus never do. (Liv. 9.18.11 and Sail. Cat. 1.6 and 3.2 are rather impersonal; second-person potential subjunctives, like discerneres, are virtually impersonal too.) And, as Livy draws close to the reader, so he leaves a certain distance between himself and the Roman state. He speaks to the reader of tua res publica (not nostra-contrast Sall. Jug. 4.5: civitatis nostrae). Other historians talk freely of nos, i.e., "the Romans" (Caes. Gal. 3.28.4, Sall. Jug. 8.1, Curt. 6.3.8, Tac. Hist. 1.2, Ann. 13.55, etc.). Livy's use of the word is very restricted: as A. D. Leeman remarks (Orationis Ratio [Amsterdam 1963 ] 1, 296), he never uses nostri to mean "the Roman troops;" and in the Preface, the only place he does use the adjective, it has a strong temporal reference (nostra . . . aetas, 5; vitia nostra, 9). The historian affects a certain impartiality. alone, and this after the murder, not before); the burial of the sister (Livy alludes to this at the very end of the story, so as not to interrupt the narrative here); the celebration of Horatius' victory (absent in Livy); and Tullus' address to the vanquished Albans (Livy places this directly after the duel, closely attaches it to the duel with the words priusquam inde digrederentur, and gives the content in a brief piece of indirect discourse).
Livy, moreover, draws our attention to the contrast between the halves through verbal echoes. By prominently repeating certain words he invites us to see the two episodes as in some ways parallel to each other. Ferox, for instance, is often applied to Horatius.4 He and his brothers go forth to duel feroces (1.25.1); when left alone against the three Albans he is stillferox (25.7), as he is again when facing the last of them (25.11). We might translate the word as "fierce." In the corresponding scene of the second half, where Horatius slays his sister, Livy says: movetferoci iuveni animum comploratio sororis (26.3). In this context the word has a different ring to it and connotes "savage. "The echo leads to the important suggestion that it is the same quality which causes him to act on each occasion. In the duel itself events are picked out with words that will recur in the next half. Increpuere arma (25.4), an odd phrase since increpo is used of arms nowhere else in Latin,5 is found at the opening of the battle. The verb is echoed in Horatius' reproaching his sister: increpans (26.3). The dread felt by the army during the contest (horror ingens spectantes perstringit, 25.4) is matched by the dread which the law inspires in the citizens attending the trial (lex horrendi carminis, 26.6).6 With defigit (25.12) Horatius dispatches the last of the 4R. M. Ogilvie, in his indispensable Commentary on Livy: Books 1-5 (Oxford 1965)105-6-henceforth simply "Ogilvie"-remarks that Tullus Hostilius is distinguished for his ferocitas and that this is the key word of the section. He passes over the interesting fact that the word is used now for the king (22.2, 23.4, 23.10, 27.10, 31.6), now for Horatius, the leading hero of his reign (25.1, 25.7, 25.11, 26.3). Georges Dumezil thinks that the two men are identified because in origin they were one: Tullus-Horatius represents at Rome the warriors, the second of the three social classes, or "functions," into which Dumezil believes IndoEuropean society was divided. (On Dumezil, see below, pp. 266-67). But Nikolaus Erb, Kriegsursachen und Kriegsschuld in der ersten Pentade des T. Livius (Winterthur 1963) ch. 1, shows how in general Livy tailors his description of the wars waged to fit the picture of the reigning king; thus the wars are chiefly an expression of the king's character; hence the ferocitas of both Tullus and Horatius. 5Ogilvie points out the oddity, which is great enough to have persuaded H. J. Miiller to read concrepuere instead. Here, as elsewhere, Livy strains language for effect: the unfamiliar use of a word helps to fix it in our minds and alert us to the following echo.
6Horrendus is an unusual word. Found once in tragedy (Trag. inc. 198 R; "contextu dubio," says ThLL 6.2981) and once again in Cicero (Tusc. 2.2; "vi potius verbali," ThLL ibid.), the word is first brought into use by Virgil and Horace. It is not found in prose before Livy. In any case, the collocation horrendi carminis is unparalleled in Latin. Curiatii, with transfigit (26.3) his own sister.7 And the field on which Horatius' brothers fell (corruerunt, 25.5) is recalled by the spot where his sister fell (corruerat, 26.14).8
Through the composition of the story and these verbal echoes Livy draws our attention to. the problem which lies in the contrast between the halves. Horatius in the first half is a typical Roman hero, courageous and patriotic. But in the second half this same patriotic feeling leads him to kill his sister. The problem then is this: what are we to think of such a man, of such patriotism? Let us look into this more closely. Not only does Livy describe Horatius' heroism in the first part, but he also shows on what principle it is founded, the willingness to sacrifice oneself for the good of the commonweal. Of all the combatants in the duel he says: nec his nec illis periculum suum, publicum imperium servitiumque obversatur animo (25.3). The striking asyndeton and chiasmus throw into greater relief the words suum and publicum,9 and this opposition lies at the heart of the episode. For the basis of Horatius'heroism is precisely his subordination of himself to the public good, which may be considered the cardinal Roman virtue. In the second half, however, the repeated word ferox at the beginning (26.3) and the phrase ipsius [i.e., Horatil]parem in omnipericulo animum near the end (26.12) remind us that the same moral character 7Defigo may be a special word here, for both its meaning and its construction. In classical prose generally defigo in its physical sense is uncommon outside of agricultural contexts (the usual word is transfigo). As for its construction, Ogilvie reports that "defigo with the plain ablative is only found in poetry." XI explain the motivation of the duumviri: they thought they had no choice, but would need to condemn even an innocent man. By telling us that they execute their commission in this wholly unreflective manner, he prevents us from taking their verdict as any kind of independent judgment on their part, and so maintains the ambiguity concerning Horatius. No character within the story, neither the king nor his surrogates, is made to declare his belief in the guilt or innocence of the accused. Finally, upon the duumviri's pronouncing Horatius guilty, the king urges him to appeal: tur Horatius auctore Tullo, clemente legis interprete, "Provoco"inquit (26.8). Here too Livy suggests the conflict within the king, by having him keep to both the forms of law and his own sympathetic spirit.
The way in which Livy has related the king's predicament to the central moral question shows more clearly in a comparison with Dionysius. At the corresponding point in his version (3.22.5) Dionysius gives a description of the king's situation very different from Livy's straightforward one. Instead of a single pair of conflicting motives he gives us a heap of arguments, three for punishing Horatius, two for acquitting him. Some of these are intricate and legalistic: for instance, that Horatia ought not to have been punished with death, for her offense was not capital; or that nothing further should be done to Horatius, since the father, who had the right to avenge his daughter, had already acquitted him. In Livy the king's thought is less abstract, more personal. We can see this in a small but telling difference: Dionysius' Tullus simply wants to avoid condemning a national hero, Livy's wants to avoid the popular odium he would incur by doing so. Livy, by selecting clear and concrete details (or by inventing them), brings out vividly the king's dilemma in judging.
In the next scene of the drama, which takes place in court, Livy uses the appeal delivered by Horatius' father to recall to mind the same complexity of judgment: the man you are judging now, the father says, is the same who brought you victory over Alba Longa. The speech is short and effective. Then the whole of sections 2, 4, 5, 6, and 13 in chapter 25 refer to the spectators and their reactions. Livy twice singles out their anxiety, cura (25.2, 25.6). In the trial Livy reminds us of the citizen bystanders at 26.5, 9, and 12, and the elder Horatius is made to invoke them as witnesses in 26.10 and 11. By means of these sentences, reminding us of the presence and the reactions of the spectators, Livy induces us to view the story through their eyes.16 We seem to feel the same trepidation as the army, the same uncertainty about Horatius as the king and people. Livy's narrative, that is to say, contains within itself both a moral problem and an awareness of the problem, an awareness which is transferred from the characters in the story to the reader.
Again the contrast with Dionysius is instructive. Dionysius does portray the spectators of the battle-scene (not the trial-scene, however), and he does so at length, especially in 3.19. But his description of their state of mind, as of Tullus Hostilius', is sometimes so abstract that its effect is to distance us from the scene, not draw us into it: rcavr6o &XXov rraOov9 eivaywvitov willingness to sacrifice accuracy to clarity, etc. His greatness as a historian evidently does not lie in searching critical investigation of the past.17 It lies rather in his own imaginative reconstruction of the past and his representation, or rather evocation, or it to the reader. His book therefore, especially in its earlier parts, is a document not so much of Roman history as of his own view of that history (and no doubt, to some extent, the view of his contemporaries). Livy's main engagement is not so much with the records of the Roman past as with the mind of his reader. It is to affect the reader that he draws on those resources of narrative art which I have described. By such means, and without necessarily changing the overall form of the story, Livy is able subtly to direct the reader's attention to what is important. He also makes the story more vivid to the reader by providing spectators to his history. Taking their point of view, the reader is drawn into the story. He participates both in the events and in the feelings about the events. And when, as usual, the story has a moral point, he is thereby invited to take a certain moral stance as well and to share the admiration for a Mucius Scaevola, the scorn for an Appius Claudius, the bewilderment at a Horatius.
Amidst these stories we must not lose sight of Livy himself, the narrator of them. The vision of the national past impressed so subtly and yet so forcefully upon the reader is Livy's own. And the greatness of his history is finally the greatness of the vision, which is not merely chauvinistic, but has many noble aspects, not all exemplified in our passage. It is marked 
II
The analysis of the Horatius episode rests on the assumption that Livy himself is responsible for the story's form. Yet someone may well object: "Livy could not have intended the episode of Horatius to be a tale of moral ambiguity; he had little to do with shaping the story, which was simply handed down to him; the elements that create moral complexity were present all along in the traditional version." This is a serious objection and seems well taken, for indeed the story does appear to be very strongly determined, containing perhaps as much that is "given" as any other in the early books. The objection is answered in part by the previous section, in which we saw that key features of the narrative are characteristic of Livy and so probably originate with him. But it will be useful also to investigate the sources of the story and consider to what extent they may have determined the story's form.
One important determinant of the traditional version was aetiology. The desire to establish the origins of things was so strong in the Romans that, when they did not know the origin of some name or custom, they often created a story that would embody an aetiology of it; such aetiologies therefore played a large role in shaping the stories told about early Rome.24 As presented by Livy this brief tale includes aetiologies for four topographic names, two legal institutions, and (probably) one law, all presumably known to the Romans of the day. These are: the tombs of the Horatii and Curiatii, the two Roman together, the three Alban closer to Rome and separated from one another; thepila Horatia, whether a column or a set of spears; the tigillum sororium, under which Horatius passed in expiation; the sepulchre of Horatia outside the Porta Capena; the institution of the duumviri perduellionis; the Roman citizen's right of provocatio, or appeal to the people; and the law forbidding the mourning of a public enemy. I myself think the genesis of the story lies almost wholly in these aetiologies. But other determinants have been proposed. Scholars have located the origins in the political disputes of the second century, in pre-historic Indo-European myth, and even in early Roman poetry. In assessing these historical interpretations we meet one error common to all: a failure to recognize Livy's hand in his own work. A study of the sources, however, will vindicate the historian's responsibility for his version. Indeed, the very abundance of determinants, far from restricting or preventing any judgment on Livy himself, gives us instead a measure of his ability to rise above his given material and to make of it what he wanted.
We meet one difficulty right away. Source criticism in the traditional sense, tracing the written accounts on which our author drew directly, is impossible here, as Miinzer recognized sixty-five years ago.25 Though we have many scattered notices of the story, they are nearly all late and tell us nothing about the tradition before Livy. Dionysius, despite his full account, is silent about his sources. We may take as a sign of the difficulty the fact that even Ogilvie, who usually advances strong claims for Livy's sources, here makes a very mild one: Valerius Antias "suggests himself as a possible source" for Tullus' reign (p. 106); the justification is that one of the fetials is named M. Valerius. Although then we cannot hope to identify Livy's direct sources, we can nevertheless identify the original elements out of which the story was constructed. And that some of the constructing had been done long before Livy's time (centuries before, I should say) is implied by two pieces of evidence: Ennius had related the story on a large scale (Annals 127-135 V);26 and Livy himself testifies: necferme res antiqua alia est nobilior (24.1).
What can we know about the genesis of this story? Let us start with aetiologies, which are still so prominent in Livy's account, not only for their number but also for their position. Each half of the story is closed by a notice, phrased in the present tense, of those monuments still existing which are explained by the story: first the tombs of the five fallen warriors, then the tigillum sororium and Horatia's tomb. (Thepila Horatia is worked into the elder Horatius' discourse, just before the reader needs to be reminded of it.)27 Accordingly Miinzer and Ogilvie, among others, have suggested that the various aetiologies, topographic and legal, are primarily responsible for the form of the story. They were assembled into a coherent version, one bit affecting the other until a smooth narrative was produced. Without a doubt the gens Horatia played some part in preserving and shaping the tale. This theory, which I think correct, assumes nothing about the truth of the aetiologies: they may be right or wrong. It would be an error to insist that the story is as it is because the aetiologies truly record the series of events. This is the mistake made by van den Bruwaene, for instance, who believes that the reality of the events is vouched for by the monuments: "le fait est atteste, car il y avait des vestiges: les tombeaux, le tigillum sororium, lapila Horatia. "28I would say, "il y avait des vestiges, et voil--un 'fait'! " It is probable that the desire for aetiologies produced the story and the desire for a coherent story gave the aetiologies their present shape; so the monuments attached to them may prove nothing about what actually happened. The weak connection between monuments and actual events perhaps accounts for certain features of the preserved story. It is uncertain, says Livy (and no one else), which were the Albans, which the Romanssurely names on monuments would have settled this. Uncertainty also surrounds the pila Horatia: pila is either singular and means "column" or is plural and means "spears."29 Furthermore, the aetiology of tigillum sororium is certainly wrong: the beam is to be connected with the rites of Juno Sororia, the goddess of female puberty-whose parallel on the men's side by an astonishing coincidence bears the name of Janus Curiatius!30 Munzer and Ogilvie are right then, against van den Bruwaene, in thinking that the monuments gave rise to some of the story-and this not because the aetiologies were true, but because they were unknown. I do not believe the genesis of the story is fully recoverable, and in any case I am more interested in how Livy treated the material which had reached him, but let me sketch a reconstruction. I do not offer this with any confidence that it is correct, but rather as one example of how the monuments may have determined the story. (I make the extreme assumption that none of the aetiologies is true.) This is the reconstruction: the course of a duel was provided by an imaginative contemplation of five probably anonymous tombs;31 the pila Horatia, located near the Forum, associated the hero's name with a legal proceeding; the tomb of Horatia and the tigillum sororium gave material for such a proceeding; the misunderstood adjectives sororium and Curiatius created an expiation for Horatius'crime and a name for his opponents. Some such sequence of steps, taken over a narrative. Livy aims at making his narrative dramatic; unlike Dionysius, he strives for concentration and avoids diffusing the power of his story with too many details and separate scenes. One way of his achieving this has often been noticed: he regularly "telescopes" into one event several that he found in his sources, either fusing several scenes into one more complex or alluding to an earlier in a later scene.36 He may well have done that here, eliminating an entire earlier scene in his source, replacing it with this brief phrase, and so consolidating the narrative. The present infinitive then can hardly bear all the weight of argument that Bauman places on it.
In the same scene Bauman points to other details which were, in his view, determined by the tradition before Livy. His method is comparative. He first recounts an exploit from the life of the Celtic hero Cuchulain. The young Cuchulain, setting out from his city, comes upon three monstrous brothers who have killed many of his own people; one by one, in single combat he kills all three; but upon his return, the women of the city, fearing that in his state of fury he is a threat to the city, show themselves to him naked, whereupon Cuchulain is seized and three times dipped into vats of water that cool his fury. Dumezil explicates this story as a warrior's initiation, comprising his first great deeds, his battle-fury, and his necessary restoration to society. He then compares this with the story of Horatius and discovers many parallels. He concludes that the story of Horatius originated in the same way, as a myth of initiation.
The method itself is problematic, for the parallels are not always persuasive. To be sure, some general resemblances between Cuchulain and Horatius can be caught even from a summary. But Horatia is not "une femme impudique" like those who greet Cuchulain. Horatius displays ferocitas, notfuror. And the two heroes can hardly be considered parallel, as Dumezil argues (p. 103), on the grounds that each one's opponents had Let us consider briefly one last explanation for the genesis of the Horatius story. Wilhelm Soltau40 claimed that there existed from early times certain obscure family traditions about both Horatius'heroic deeds and his murder of his sister, the latter tied to certain monuments, the former elaborated with the help of Herodotus 1.82; then Ennius in the Annals gave the duel a poetic coloring; and finally the same poet, on the model of Aeschylus' Eumenides, wrote a praetexta about Horatius, at the end of which a reconciliation was achieved, as the crime of shedding kindred blood was justified in the name of higher duty. The arguments with which Soltau supports this view are weak, however: the evidence, for instance, on Ennius and his alleged source Naevius is nil; and Livy resembles Homer, Herodotus, and Aeschylus distantly, if at all.41 Soltau's purely literary origin for the story is not persuasive.
Yet it is useful to recognize what urged him to put forward so improbable a hypothesis. He defends it on the grounds that "sie eine Losung gibt fur das Ratsel, wie ein hochdramatischer Vorgang in die dunkle Vorzeit Roms hineinverlegt werden konnte" (p. 107). It is a puzzle, but other solutions lie closer to hand. First, Soltau underrates the extent to which aetiologies could have generated the story. While not wholly ignoring them, as did Dumezil, he yet omits several of the topographic monuments and all of the legal precedents from his account. He ought to have followed Livy more closely, who carefully relates events and aetiologies. Second, he too, like the others, gives Livy himself no share in creating the story that has come down to us; again the historian is taken for a mere preserver of earlier material. Most readers no doubt agree with Soltau in finding the story highly dramatic. Yet, if this is a sign of literary art, why must it be Ennius' and not Livy's? To take a modern parallel: German or French history in the pages of Leopold von Ranke is remarkably dramatic, but the historian himself is responsible, not some playwright predecessor.42 Comparison of Livy with other writers shows that he too generally strives to cast his stories in dramatic form.43 So he is likely to be the one who gave to the traditional story of Horatius its gripping character as well as those features of narrative by which its meaning is indicated. 
